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MANDATED STAFF DEVELOPMENT IN THE FIFTY STATES: 
A STUDY OF STATE ACTIVITY 1983-89 

One of the many responsibilities of state education agencies is to 
provide local school districts with direction and resources. State 
rduct^Mon department representatives and state legislators have been 
extremely active since the "A Nation at Risk" report in 1984. Staff 
development is an area in which many states have taken a leadership 
role in both support and delivery of services. This study is a 
replication of a 1983-84 study involving state activity in the area of 
staff development. Survey questionnaires were mailed to the Chief 
Educational Officer in each of the 50 states. Responses were received 
from all states with a number of state officials returning supporting 
data. 

The study will compare changes since the 1984 study and focus 
on five basic objectives: 

1. Which states through law or accreditation currently mandate 
staff development or inservice programs for local school 
districts? 

2. Which states are currently plarming or have penumg 
legislation regarding staff development? 

3. What effect does per pupil expenditures have on state 
mandated staff development programs? 

4. Which states provide funding for staff development or 
inservice programs? 

5. What types of support axe provided by State Departments of 
Education to local school districts in the area of staff 
development? 

STATE MANDATED STAFF DEVELOPMENT 

In the 1983-84 study, staff development was mandated by 25 
states (See Table 1). Results from tlie 1989 study revealed staff 
development was currently mandated in 31 states. This was an 
increase of 6 states since the 1983-84 study. Nine states have added 
mandates since 1983-84 and 3 states have dropped mandated staff 
development since tlie 1983-84 study. 



Table 1- State Mandated Staff Development Programs and Funding for 
Staff Development in the Fifty States 1983-89. 
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Examination of the uata by region revealed the greatest increase 
in staff development was in the East with 4 states (Maine, Delaware, 
Rhode Island, and Connecticut) now mandating staff development for 
local school districts. At the present time four states in the East, New 
Jersey, New York, Massachusetts, and Maryland, do not have 
mandated staff development for local school districts. 

In the 1983-84 study, 10 states in the South mandated staff 
development for local school districts. Results from the 1989 study 
revealed 3 states (Arkansas, Mississippi, and North Carolina) have 
added mandatc:d staff development with all southern states with the 
exception of Louisiana now requiring staff development for local school 
districts. 

State mandated staff development has increased in the Midwest. 
Since the 1983-84 study, 2 states, Illinois and Iowa, now require local 
school districts to provide staff development programs. Officials from 
North Dakota reported the staff development mandate for local 
districts was no longer in effect. 

Staff development in the West has decreased since the 1983-84 
scudy. Staff development is no longer required in Idaho. 

Examination of the four regions revealed staff development was 
most prevalent in the South with 12 of 13 states mandating staff 
development. In the East 7 of 1 1 states mandated staff development, 
and in the Midwest 8 of 13 states required staff development for local 
school districts. In the West, only 4 of 13 states mandated staff 
development for local school districts. 

STATES PLANNING STAFF DEVELOPMENT/PENDING LEGISLATION 

Results from tlie 1983-84 siiudy revealed that officials from 17 
states reported legislation pertaining to staff development waj being 
planned, reviewed or modified. In 1989, respondents from 6 states 
reported staff demopment changes or mandates were being 
considered in California, Indiana and North Dakota; states that did net 
have mandated staff development. North Dakota required staff 
development in 1983; the mandate was removed and is currently 
being reconsidered. Rhode Island, Ohio, and Vermont, states that 
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have mandated staff development reported legislative and/or State 
Education Department activity in the area of staff development. 

PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES 

Per pupil expenditures provide interesting insight into the 
ability of states to finance staff development and other educational 
programs. Table 2 outlines per pupil expenditures, increases, and tlie 
percentage of increases in staL^. funding over the six-year period for 
the four geographic regions. 



Table 2- Per Pupil Expenditure, Percentage Increases, Mandated 
States and Gain/Loss for State Mandated Staff Development from 
1983-89 in the Four Geographic Regions of the United States* 
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In 1983, 10 southern states ranked 26 or below in terms of per 
pupil expenditures with only Virginia (15) and Florida (20) ranked 
above 26. In 1989, 3 states Virginia (15), Florida (20), and Georgia 
(26) were ranked in the top 26 states in terms of per pupil 
expenditures. Respondents from the 1989 Study reported staff 
development was mandated by 12 of 13 southern stales. The mean for 
per pupil expenditures for all southern states was $3638 for 1988-89. 
Per pupil expenditurev*: were highest in the East with a mean of $5883 
based upon 1988-89 figures. In the East, 7 of 11 states mandated staff 
development for local school districts. The Midwest ranked third in 
terms of per pupil expenditures with a mean of $4079 and 8 of 13 
states mandating staff development for local school districts. Western 
states ranked second in terms of per pupil expenditures with a mean 
of $4322 with 4 of 13 western states mandating staff development for 
local school districts. From 1983-1989, increases in per pupil 
expenditures were highest in the East with a 108.4 percent increase. 
The per pupil expenditure increase in the South was 86.7 over the 
six-year period. This was the second largest increase by region. 

4 



6 



state mandated staff development was most prevalent in the 
South and Midwest where per pupil expenditures were lowest. Based 
upon the data there was no correlatiCA between per pupil 
expenditures and state funding for mandated staff development. A 
complete breakdown of per pupH expenditures for each of the fifty 
states for 1983 and 1989, dollar amounts, and the percentage of 
increase over the six year period is listed in Table 3. 

STAFF DEVELOPMENT FUNDING 

Staff development was funded by 23 states in the 1983-84 study 
with 12 of 25 states that mandated staff development providing 
funding for staff development. Of the 31 states that mandated stiff 
development in the 1989 study, 17 provided financial support for staff 
development to local distiicts. Eight states that did not mandate staft 
development provided funds for staff development activities. Nine 
states that provided funding in the 1983- 84 study dropped funding in 
the 19F;9 study. 

Examination of funding changes by region in 1989 indicated 
funding increased in the Midwest (4 states). East (4 states). South (1 
state), and West (2 states). Of the states in 1989 providing funding for 
staff development for the first time, only New York, Kansas, Minnesota 
and California did not mandate staff development for local school 
districts. When funding for staff development in each of the four 
regions was examined, funding was most evident in the Midwest and 
South with 8 states from each region providing fiscal support. In the 
East, 5 states provided funding ai ^ in the West 4 states provided 
funding for staff development. 

STATE MATERIAL/RESOURCE SUPPORT TO LOCAL SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS 

State Education Officers were asked to respond to questions 
pertaining to materials and resources states provided local school 
districts in the area of staff development support. Service/resource 
areas included tapes, films and videos, pamphlets on various subjects, 
books, grants for inservice activities, {speakers bureau, and workshops 
(See Table 4). Examination of the .four geographic areas revealed that 
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liable 3 - Current Per Pupil Expenditures 1 and Ranking for the Fifty States 

1989 Dollars 1983 %Increasein$ 
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^Figures ADA different than others 

1 Based upon Average Daily Attendance as repoiled by National Education Association; Estimate of School 

Stattsticff, 1988-89, 
♦tip 



8 



Table 4 - State Staff Development Support of Local School Districts in Six Areas* 

state Region Tapes Films Pamphlets Books Grants for Speaker Workshops 

Videos Inservlcc Bureau 
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workshops (40), pamphlets (31), and grants offered for inservice 
activities (30) and tapes, videos, and films (29) were the most 
common fomxs of support provided to -iocal school districts in the fifty 
states. Other forms of support reported by state officials included 
books (30), and speakers bureau (19) as forms of staff development 
support. Several state of^cials Indicated that teclmical assistance and 
training programs for administrators were offered by Departments of 
Education. 

Geographically, the states in the southern United States were 
providing the most support (53), followed by midwestem states (41), 
eastem (39) and western (39). 

SUMMARY Aim CONCLUSIONS 

Based upon data the following conclusions have been drawn in 
reference to state mandated staff de/elopment between 1983 and 
1989: 

- Staff development was most entrenched in the South with 12 
of 13 states mandating staff development for local school 
districts. 

- Three states have dropped mandated staff development since 
the 1983-84 study. 

- Since 1983, 9 states have implemented state mandated staff 
development for a net gain of six states. 

- Aggregate per pupil expenditures were lowest in the South and 
Midwest. State financial support for staff development was 
most likely in these areas. 

- Percentage incresises in per pupil expenditures in the South 
since 1983-84 were second only to the East. 

- Legislation in 1989 was being considered by 6 states with 3 of 
the states currently mandating staff development. 

- Material and resource support from State 'department of 
Education for local school districts were most likely co occur in 
the South. 

Staff development has been recognized by a number of states as 
an educational improverrent strategy. Although state activity in staff 
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development has grown since 1983» financial support provided for 
staff development to local districts has not kept pace. Based on the 
data from the study, staff development activities have continued to 
grow. This staff development growth has paralleled the educational 
reform movement. 

To determine the impact of state mandated staff development 
research :aeeds to be conducted on the effectiveness of the various 
forms of staff development as prescribed by the states. 
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